
". ' , 

MIEMORANDUM 
1 

-- _. _- __ 

Rocky Mountain 
Remediation Services, L.LC. 

A t  a 
RMRS . . . prdecthg me e m i r o m n f  

DATE: March 12,1996 

TO: Distr ibut iob 

FROM: Les Johnson, Solid Waste Operations Group, Bldg. T893A, X8302 

SUBJECT: CAB SITE WIDE ISSUES COMMllTEE MEETING - LFJ-115-96 

I am attaching the contemporaneous notes I took during a meeting yesterday of the Rocky 
Flats Citizens Advisory Board Site Wide Issues Committee. 

The attachments provide evidence of the range of work being undertaken at Rocky Flats 
which is of interest to the CAB. 

~ 

The Chair is Tom Marshall of Rocky Mountain Peace Centre. DOE reps included Frazer 
Lockhart, as prime designee to the Committee. Gary Thompson of Kaiser-Hill and Lou 
Johnson of EPA were other attendees. A major intervenor from the side seats was ( I  
think) Jim Stone, currently commending his ideas for local disposal of radioactive waste 
and engaged in litigation with former Rocky Flats contractors. 

Attachments include 
a manuscript notes of the meeting 
0 

0 

0 

the agenda, as amended during the meeting 
issues for the Site Wide Issues Committee 
material on the Hazardous waste Identification Rule (HWIR) 

a draft "Alternatives" section from Site Wide Environmental Impact Stateement. 

Attachments: 
As Stated 

Distribution 
Jim McAnally 
John Ciucci 
Andy Power 
S WOG circulation 
Dayna Wise 

. I  

P. 0. Box 464, Golden, Colorado 80408-0454 

SW-A-004258 
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ROCKY FLATS CITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD 
An Advisory Board to the U.S. Department of Energy 

m. " 

FROM. 

MEMORANDUM 
CAB Site Wide Issues Committee 

Erin Rogers, Outreach Coordinator ' 

DATLE: March4,1996 

. SUBJECT: March 11th Meeting : 

The next meeting of the Site Wide Issues Committee is on Monday, March 11,1996 
7:oO - 9:OO p.m. at Westminster City Hall, 4800 W. 92nd Avenue, lowetlevel multi-purpose 
room. Call 420-7855 for directions or more information. 

I MEVTING AGENDA 

7:OO Welcome and Introductions 

7:05 

7:30 

Discussion /Follow-up : Envirocare presentation 

Next Steps for Committee - where do we go from here? -+ -- 
Set Date and Agenda for Next Meeting 

4- CtwIR:bp-d 
4 qd;& WS 

Prioritized issues from RFCAB Retreat 

8 5 5  

9:OO MeetingAdjourns ' 

At the last meeting of this committee, a member wanted to find out how much waste from Rocu 
Flats has been sent to the Envirocare disposal facility. The following chart shows the quantities: 

Tdtal Volume Shipped 
! 

~~ 

' 9035 Wadsworth Parkway,Suite 2250 Westminster, Colorado 80021 303-420-7855 Fax 303-420-7579 
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DOE has proposed, and EPA has included provisi 
mixed waste,to,b. .....-.. ? .-,. __ precluded- .- +...:-.-'..,. 

* 
'?  .. ~ +.. :I .12Mixed;ym,e 

That which has an estimated chemical toxicity;kcer risk of 10-4; 

\: 9 ' " ' " F  c r  - j  ; i 
?- -4Ui.l. c . .a, 

The chairs of the Waste and Federal-Facilities committees ofthe 
States (ECO),.on behalf of the states hosting major DOEmclear 
oppose tiG mixed waste portion ofthe iule. , nese .committees 
percent of DOE'S mixed waste could exit &om RCRAaunder'this 

regarding the rule, and a recommendation to DOE to withdraw .$his proposal. , *. . 

Recommendation 

. .  1 

Y 
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result in most of DOE'S mixed waste being exempt fiom regulation under the Resource 
Conooxvntion and D.ooovory not  (D-CDA). DJCAR o p p o o o o  tho00 provioiono for ootrornl ronoono: 

1) The provisions would effectively negate Congressional mandates in and a primary reason 
for enacting the Federal Facilities Compliance Act (FFCA). Specifically, the state 
authority over mixed waste at DOE facilities would be taken away, and the recently 
negotiated Site Treatment Plans could be severely curtailed. 

2) The proposals were made absent any consultation or input fiom states and interested 
stakeholders. This directly contradicts DOE'S promise of increased public participation 
and openness. 

The provisions would result in DOE self-regulating mixed waste. Self-regulation is 
inconsistent with the FFCA as welt as recent recommendations, which have been endorsed 
by Secretary O w ,  of the Advisory Committee on External Regulation of Department 
of Energy Nuclear Safety. Self-regulation is the primary cause of the long-standing and 
widespread public distrust of DOE'S operations. 

The proposals are conceptual and lack meaningfbl detail that would allow informed 
comment. 

3) 

4) 

RFCAEl therefore requests that EPA withdraw the mixed waste portion of the KWIR, until DOE 
has entered into a dialogue with stakeholders to develop acceptable mixed waste management 
strategies. 

- 
Sincerely, 

Linda Murakami, Chair 

I .  

. .  

I .  
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All cu~enUy~,e~isti,~g~buildings~~ould~b.e,,dea,~ivated,~de~contaminated,~de~.mmissioned, and 
. I ,  ' 1  demolished.:or~entombe,d.y~G~ound:water and:s.urfa.pi:water y!ould: be:psote@f%by ,F.G: 

downgradient passive reactive barriers and monitoring. Minimal treatment of transuranic 

evaluatoin of the demolition of a 100,000-square-foot plutonium building. Economic 
development adivities would include Stage, 111 of the National Conversion Pilot Project, 
including the processing of metals from other sites. Expanded privatization and 
commerci,aliration activities and a reduction of surveillance and maintenance costs would 
occur. 
In Alternative 4, it is assumed the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant and the Nevada Test Site will 
open and wastes can be shipped to these disposal facilities on schedule. Waste treatment 
systems and a waste repackaging facility would be constructed to allow all Site wastes to 
meet waste acceptance criteria of the receiving disposal sites. Processing of liquid residues 
and treatment and packaging of solid residues for off-site disposal would occur. Special 
nuclear materials would be thermally stabilized, as necessary, packaged in seismically 
robust containers, and then consolidated in Building 371. 

4.5 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Review 
Several alternatives were originally considered but eliminated from further consideration 
because they did not meet the stated purpose and need of the SWEIS. These alternatives 
are described below. 
Walk Away - This alternative would include abandoning all core activities, such as vital 
safety systems, emissions inventory, and cleanup. Controls, such as security and fencing, 
to prevent trespass would be installed. This is not a reasonable alternative because if this 
alternative were to be implemented the Site would be in violation of the requirements of the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Colorado Hazardous Waste Management Act, 



1 Development Plan 

routine suntelllance 

-0-Oniy maintenan&- and repairs of high-priority 
surveillance and safety systems would 

Waste Treatment 
No new treatment systems (including 

.planned S",e Treatment Plan systems) would 
beconstructed. ' 

..'misting systems (i.e., waste evaporation, 
sewage treatment) would continue to be 
U8ed. 
No RCRA tank closures would occur. 
Solid resldues containers would be vented to 
meet minimal safety standards. 

WasteStorage . 
No new waste storage facilities would be 
COriStfUded. 

Waste generation would be mini,mized to 
meet current waste storage capacities. 
Storage of plutonium liquid residues would 
continue. 

Site Support Operations. . . :: ;+ .. 
The Protected Area would be decreased In 
size over the next ten years.: I ; ; -- , 
Surveillance and rnalntenancercasts would 
be lessened 6y redudng core activity costs 
and faillltles through building deadhratlon; 
Sudace-water structure malntenanca would 
occur. 
Ground water monitoring would continue. 

Wash Treatment . 

:$stem,youId-bf! :$ipnstnr.c@f. 
- - _  !"h.f, -.. .. ..*v. ..,,.>. I. c +:. 

stabiiize,transuianic (TRU) and:@U-mked 

on-site disposal., . .  
'RCmaos"G:df p--&'t&"ks ~ o ~ ~ ' o & ~  
in plutonlumbulldings to'be deat3ivatd and 
dedontam1nated.i 

interim on-site storage. 
ResidueSkuId h a t &  or stabillied for 

. . ' (. *.; -. 3: , > :  ::< . : i ;> :, 'i, : .r , -  

,. * ,I- ' . 1 .  .. . _.. .,-., 

Waste,Stomw . , !!.;,? , , . ; .. . . . . 
.-.Fadlhes,.would .h.gnverted or 'constNcted 

to meet interlm s!orage requirements for TRU 
wastes, TRU-mbced ,wastes, and residues. 
Buildings wo,uld,be converted to'waste J .  

. /  . ., ,.* .._. . . ._ storage. . .  

--. . i/ . .. . 

Slte Support Operations 
The Protected Area,would be signHicanUy 
decreased in ske ovect!y next ten y 
Surveillance and 'mlntenance would 

:. necessary for.the. qpedal nudear materials 
. storage facility and the containerized waste 

Ground water monitoring would continue. 
Utllitles operations would utilize commerdal 

Sutfaace-water structure maintenance would 

fadiity. 

services. 

..... ..-*.,I.. L-*.,- -I... 

hldi*! as n!pssav"tp.. .; 
for long-teim interim storage or . 'Comp~ete c~osu';e of all RCRA process tanks 

. .would o d r ; - '  . . 

repackaged for storage and shlpment off-site; 
.A I imitd numMr-of wiisteXti3atment'systems 

' ,would;be built to'triiat'@nd sludge and':.: .* 
.:residues. 
ihe  solid residue treathnt'bystem would 
"also be'used-to;ti-at'TRU and TRU-mked 
.wastes requlrlng'treatnient : ' ' 

i , '  : :.: : -.,. *:. 

ifisposal of waste: -.: 

. .  . . . ..., . . 
i'ishiid k i i due i  w o & & ~ & ~ ' ~ ~ ~  ~ ,,"-. 

: I. . i ,. 
a ,  .L 

Was'e.$!pYJe. . ' , ... ,,..~ . .. 
.o .Low-level,' low-level mbced,.and remediation 

wasteswould beplag,!n an on-site, 
'Capped, monitored, and.retrievable long-term 

.. storage facility. ' ' + .. .: . 

."TRU and TRU-mixed wasie wouih be 
kntainerized and stored in a newly 
constructed long-term interim storage facility 
until an off-site disposal facility becomes 
available. 

. .  

- -  

Final 

pe .h%ectd. Area would be decreased In 

Surveillan'ce and maintenance costs would 
size ;+er ?e next ten years.. . . 

-~~repuced~substantialty through 

occuf$,~,p.>~ , .: , . . , . . . . 
.Groufl~&er~nitoring.would continue. .. ..*:.-+-,I..- ....., ?. - r  ..., <. . , . . .  

site'iiiitii ioiijd be treated for bff-sfte 
disposal;: 1 

Tsatnient system$ would be constpcted to. 
prepare Siie wastes to ailow mkximum off- ' I 
site 'disposal.' 

i Mplannd.  S/ie Treatment P/m' systems :. . . 
Waste analysis labs and sampling systems 

All RCRA'dosures for process tanks would 

.,R;js~Ges G&ij &tieatmi for off-sije: 
dispoqal. . 

Was,te Storage 
Fabiities would be obnverted or cystn\&ed 
to provMe suffident waste storage.capacity 
to accommodate projected waste generation 

te'repadcaging f a d l i  would be 
constructed to allow all Site wastes to meet 
waste acceptance uiteria of receiving 
facilities. . 

Buildings would be converted to waste 
storage. 

WOUld be C6nStNded. 

needed for waste treatment would be 
constructed. 

'bebmpleted.i' ' ' . ., . . .  

. .  
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